
From: Walk, Roger A. 

Sent: Thursday, August 03, 2000 11 :Q4 AM 

To: Putney, Rebecca M. 

Subject: Tricker Comments on Connolly 


Tricker 

-Original Message. 

From: Tricker, Anthony 

Sent: Wednesday, August 02, 2000 5:51 AM 

To: Walk, Roger A.; Nelson, Bettie L; Sanders, Edward: Jones, Jan (MDF); Kinser, Robin D.; von Holt, Klaus; Gomm, Willy 

Subject: RE: Input on TES Irom Boston meeting 

Dear All, 

With regard to the suggestion by Dietrich Hoffmann to investigate excretion of N-nltrosoproline, this makes little sense. In 
my 1997 review (A.R.Tricker, Eur, J. Cancer Prev., 6, 226-268,1997) I reviewed all the studies which have investigated 
NPRO excretion in smokers and nonsmokers (pages 239-242). Only one experimental study found a statistically 
significant higher excretion of NPRO in a smoker on a fixed diet for 20 days compared to when eating the same diet and 
not smoking for 20 days. Routine population biomonitoring studies of smokers and nonsmokers show no statistically 
significant difference in NPRO excretion between smokers and nonsmokers. 

Knowing Hoffmann's historical interest in trying to prove that smoking results in increased endogenous nitrosation, the 
suggestion to measure NPRO excretion in urine (which has historically been used as an index of endogenous nitrosation) 
is not surprising. However, the diet is the major source of NPRO, and endogenous NPRO formation is almost negligible in 
both smokers and nonsmokers. 

-Original Message- 

From: Walk, Roger A. 

Sent: 30 juillet 2000 02:04 

To: Tricker, Anthony; Nelson, Bettie L; Sanders, Edward; Jones, Jan (MDF); Kinser, Robin D.; von Holt, 

Klaus; Gomm, Willy 

Subject: FW: Input on TES from Boston meeting 

Dear All, 

Please find below the input from the scientists and public health representatives in Massachusetts last Tuesday. 
We should discuss these suggestions during our design meeting on August 7/8. In order to prepare this could: 

• Tony look into bullet #1, nitrosoproline; 

® Bettie and W. Gomm into the normal/not-normal distribution issue; 

• Bettie into a belter exclusion of occasional smokers than '< 1 cig./day' (the concern is for those smokers, who 
do not smoke at all and then once in a while including shortly before our sampling 3 cigarettes in a day); 

t> Ted into whether we should consider a follow-up of switchers; and 

° all whether we should add to ask for the smoking history beyond a few weeks including cessation attempts. 

Thanks for your contributions. 

Roger 

-Original Message. 

From: Walk, Roger A. 

Sent: Wednesday, July 26, 2000 5:24 PM 

To: Podraza, Ken F.; Hsu, Frank; Cox, Richard H.; Solana, Rick P. 

Subject: Input on TES Irom Boston meeting 

Dear All, 

Do you have recollection of any other input on our study design from the group in Boston yesterday than the ones 
listed below? 

The following suggestions were made on the current study design: 
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• Determine nitrosoproline (Hoffmann); 

» Follow up on subjects which have switched brand after first biomarker analysis (Burns); 

• Consider other than normal distributed data for calculation of sample size (Burns); 

® Cali biomarkers of potential health effects also biomarkers of toxicity (Burns); 

• Sputum may provide unreliable sample material (Hoffmann); 

» Ask for smoking history to identify types of smokers’ (Burns) 

» Ask for cessation efforts in smoking history (Burns); 

® Exclude occasional smokers with uneven cigarette consumption over time from non-tobacco user group 
(Burns); 

® Use of PalmPilot handheld computer for diary data collection (Burns). 


I appreciate your help to collect all input for further evaluation/cfiscussion. 

Regards, 

Roger 
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